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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1- 16 are pending in tliis application. 

"Medium" Interpretation 

2. From the specification, the Examiner has determined that the Applicant in 
accordance with statutory requirements, does not define "medium". The Examiner 
interprets the term "medium" to be a computer readable medium (hardware disk) that 
stores computer instructions. However, at CI :9-10 Applicant refers to "a corresponding 
processing device allowing to carry out said method..." Examiner interprets this 
statement to imply that a computer readable medium is included in the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 
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4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sung et 
al. (U.S. Patent 7,526,028, referred to as Sung) in view of Shen et al. 2003/0161401 
A1 , referred to as Shen). 
Claim 1 
Sung teaches: 

allocating a predetermined budget to the method in order to enable operating the 
method at a given level of scalability (Sung C3:38-45); 

measuring a so-called progress that takes into account the data that have been 
processed (Sung C6:63-C7:39); 

measuring at least one media processing specific resource used during operation 
of the method (Sung C4:54-59); 

on the basis of regulation parameters consisting of said allocated budget and 
said measurements, performing a load regulation by allocating modified 
resources for media signal processing (Sung C8:1 1-45). 
Sung fails to teach: 

requesting a resource to provide a plurality of system outputs. 
Shen teaches: 

requesting a resource to provide a plurality of system outputs (Shen Abstract; 
Examiner's Note: Input data are received from a source). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the inputs as taught by 
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Shen providing input to develop fast and efficient transcoding methods to reduce 
the load on computational resources. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sung in 
view of Song (U.S. PGPub 2004/0013200 A1 , referred to Song). 

Claim 2 
Sung teaches: 

in which said regulation parameters are adapted within a frame (Sung CI 0:48- 
55). 

Sung fails to teach: 

a frame with regular borders. 
Song teaches: 

a frame with regular borders (Song ^ 0013; EN: Frames borders used to 
determine block inside and outside of frame). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the frame borders as 
taught by Song providing the regulation is performed on a stable frame. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sung in view of Corley et al. (U.S. Patent 7,103,668, referred to as Corley). 

Claim 3 
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Sung teaches: 

in which said regulation parameters are adapted within a frame (Sung C10:48- 
55). 

Sung fails to teach: 

a frame subdivided into segments in a regular grid, a separate budget being 
allocated to at least one of said segments 
Corley teaches: 

a frame subdivided into segments in a regular grid, a separate budget being 

allocated to at least one of said segments (Corley Fig. 8, el. 800; C15:65- 
C17:21; EN: Each segment is motion processed). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the frame segments as 
taught by Corley providing the precision with which motion detection is desired is 
by the number of blocks used to subdivide the frame. 

Claim 4 

Sung teaches: 

in which said regulation parameters are adapted within a frame (Sung C10:48- 
55). 

Sung fails to teach: 
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a frame subdivided into segments in a regular grid, a separate budget being 
allocated to each of said segments on the basis of content dependent 
segment properties 
Corley teaches: 

a frame subdivided into segments in a regular grid, a separate budget being 
allocated to each of said segments on the basis of content dependent 
segment properties (Corley Fig. 8, el. 800; C15:65-C17:21; EN: Examiner 
interprets the subset of the frame is as content dependent). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the frame segment 
allocation as taught by Corley providing the precision with which motion 
detection is desired is by the number of blocks used to subdivide the frame. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sung in 

view of Coleman (U.S. PGPub 2004/0042547 A1 , referred to as Coleman). 

Claim 5 

Sung teaches: 

in which said regulation parameters are adapted within a frame (Sung C10:48- 
55). 

Sung fails to teach: 
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a frame subdivided into irregular parts, a specific budget being allocated to eacli 
of said irregular parts 
Coleman teaches: 

a frame subdivided into irregular parts, a specific budget being allocated to each 
of said irregular parts (Coleman 0060-0064; EN: Motion processing 
performed on regular or irregular parts of the frame). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the frame subdivided 
into irregular parts as taught by Coleman providing for different block sizes 
depending on the size of the entire image. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sung in 

view of Vincze (U.S. Patent 6,369,727, referred to as Vincze) in further view of 

Schreiber (U.S. Patent 5,127,021, referred to as Schreiber). 

Claim 6 

Sung teaches: 

one variable parameter of said scalable(s) function(s) (Sung CI 0:48-55). 
Sung fails to teach: 

a regulation device consisting of a feedback control loop provided for dynamically 
changing the resource needs of the system as a function of a so-called 
deviation; 



Application/Control Number: 10/598,886 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2426 

calculated by means of a computation of the difference between expected and 
real usage during an assigned period. 
Vincze teaches: 

a regulation device consisting of a feedback control loop provided for dynamically 
changing the resource needs of the system as a function of a so-called 
deviation (Vincze C9:5-23; EN: Correlation made between a voltage 
feedback loop and changing the resource needs with feedback). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the feedback as taught 
by Vincze providing a solution by providing an output level stabilized at the level 
desired for level regulation of the resources. 

Sung view of Vincze fails to teach: 

calculated by means of a computation of the difference between expected and 
real usage during an assigned period. 

Schreiber teaches: 

calculated by means of a computation of the difference between expected and 
real usage during an assigned period (Schreiber C1 8:56-60). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung in view of Vincze with the 
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difference as taught by Schreiber providing tlie residual signal predicting the 
sample values of each frame of a video signal from its previous history. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
9. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sung in 
view of Wittebrood et al. (U.S. PGPub 2005/0180506 A1 , referred to as Wittebrood) in 
further view of Maclnnis et al. (U.S. PGPub 2003/0058365 A1 , referred to as Maclnnis). 
Claim 7 
Sung teaches: 

on the basis of regulation parameters consisting of said allocated budget and 
said measurements, performing a load regulation by allocating modified 
resources for said media signal processing (Sung C8:1 1-45). 
Sung fails to teach: 

requesting a resource to provide a plurality of system outputs in the form of a 
given number of estimated motion vector candidates allocating a 
predetermined budget per frame in order to enable operating at a defined 
quality level; 

measuring a so-called progress that takes into account the data that have been 
processed; 

measuring the resource used during operation of the method. 
Wittebrood teaches: 

requesting a resource to provide a plurality of system outputs in the form of a 
given number of estimated motion vector candidates allocating a 
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predetermined budget per frame in order to enable operating at a defined 
quality level (WIttebrood HH 0002-0004); 
measuring the resource used during operation of tine metliod (Wittebrood H 
0023). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the resource allocation 
and measurement as taught by Wittebrood providing a motion estimation unit for 
estimating a current motion vector for a group of pixels of an image. 
Sung fails to teach: 

measuring a so-called progress that takes into account the data that have been 
processed. 
Maclnnis teaches: 

measuring a so-called progress that takes into account the data that have been 
processed (Maclnnis Vi 0006, 0034). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the progress 
measurement as taught by l\Aaclnnis providing progress measured by the 
display rate at the output of the system. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1 0. Claims 8-1 2 are rejected under 35 U .S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sung in view of Wittebrood in further view of Maclnnis in further view of Schreiber. 
Claim 8 
Sung teaches: 

performing a regulation of the load of said motion estimator on the basis of said 

difference and said measurement (Sung C8:11-45). 
Sung fails to teach: 

estimating a given number of estimated motion vector candidates; 
allocating a predetermined budget per frame to enable operating at a defined 

quality level; 

measuring a so-called progress taking into account the data that has been 
processed; 

weighting the target number of vector candidates with said progress; 
determining the difference between the given number of vector candidates at the 

output of the motion estimator and the weighted target number of vector 

candidates; 
Wittebrood teaches: 

estimating a given number of estimated motion vector candidates (Wittebrood H 

0016); 

allocating a predetermined budget per frame to enable operating at a defined 
quality level (Wittebrood m 0003-0004). 
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determining the difference between the given number of vector candidates at the 
output of the motion estimator and the weighted target number of vector 
candidates (Wittebrood Vi 0042-0057); 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the estimation and 
resources as taught by Wittebrood providing a motion estimation unit for 
estimating a current motion vector for a group of pixels of an image. 

Sung fails to teach: 

measuring a so-called progress taking into account the data that has been 
processed. 

Maclnnis teaches: 

measuring a so-called progress taking into account the data that has been 
processed (Maclnnis HH 0006, 0034). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the progress 
measurement as taught by Maclnnis providing progress measured by the 
display rate at the output of the system. 

Sung fails to teach: 

weighting the target number of vector candidates with said progress. 

Schreiber teaches: 
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weighting the target number of vector candidates with said progress (Schreiber 
C8:10-13). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the weighting as taught 
by Schreiber providing representation of the relative importance mathematically 
to the processed vectors. 
Claim 9 

Sung fails to teach: 

in which said progress is determined by a ratio; 

a number of processed block lines and the total number of block lines in a frame. 
l\/laclnnis teaches: 

in which said progress is determined by a ratio (Maclnnis H 0034); 

a number of processed block lines and the total number of block lines in a frame 

(IVIaclnnis H 0006). 
Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the ratio and line 
number inputs as taught by l\/laclnnis providing progress measured by the 
display rate at the output of the system. 
Claim 10 

Sung fails to teach: 
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in wliich said regulation parameter is a block-hopping threshold affecting the 

number of vector candidates to be tested. 
Wittebrood teaches: 

in which said regulation parameter is a block-hopping threshold affecting the 

number of vector candidates to be tested (Wittebrood H 001 9). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the block-hopping 
threshold as taught by Wittebrood providing a drastic reduction in the amount of 
calculations necessary for motion estimating. 
Claim 11 

Sung fails to teach: 

a computer system for performing a method according to claim 8. 
Wittebrood teaches: 

a computer system for performing a method according to claim 8 (Wittebrood H 
0066). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the computer system 
as taught by Wittebrood providing conventional functions known in the art, yet 
with several distinct hardware additions may function as the motion estimator. 
Claim 12 
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Sung fails to teacli: 

a computer program product comprising program code means stored on a 

computer readable medium for performing a method according to claim 8 

when the computer program is run on a computer. 

Wittebrood teaches: 

a computer program product comprising program code means stored on a 

computer readable medium for performing a method according to claim 8 

when the computer program is run on a computer (Wittebrood H 0058). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the program code as 
taught by Wittebrood providing the control procedures of the motion estimating 
operations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sung in view of Wittebrood in further view of IVIaclnnis in further view of 
Schreiber. 
Claim 13 
Sung teaches: 

control means, provided for changing a regulation parameter of the load of the 
motion estimator on the basis of said difference (Sung C8:1 1-45). 
Sung fails to teach: 
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motion estimating means, provided for delivering a given number of vector 
candidates; 

allocating means, provided for defining a predetermined budget per frame to 

enable operating at a defined quality level; 
computing means, provided for determining the difference between the real 

number of vector candidates at the output of the motion estimator and the 

weighted target number of vector candidates; 
measuring means, provided for calculating a so-called progress determined by a 

ratio between a number of processed block lines and the total number of 

blocks lines in a frame; 
weighting means, provided for weighting the target number of vector candidates 

with said progress. 
Wittebrood teaches: 

motion estimating means, provided for delivering a given number of vector 

candidates (Wittebrood Vi 0002-0004); 
allocating means, provided for defining a predetermined budget per frame to 

enable operating at a defined quality level (Wittebrood 0002-0004); 
computing means, provided for determining the difference between the real 

number of vector candidates at the output of the motion estimator and the 

weighted target number of vector candidates (Wittebrood 0042-0057). 

Rationale: 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the motion estimating, 
resource allocating and computing as taught by Wittebrood providing a motion 
estimation unit for estimating a current motion vector for a group of pixels of an 
image. 

Sung in view of Wittebrood fails to teach: 

measuring means, provided for calculating a so-called progress determined by a 

ratio between a number of processed block lines and the total number of 

blocks lines in a frame. 
Maclnnis teaches: 

measuring means, provided for calculating a so-called progress determined by a 
ratio between a number of processed block lines and the total number of 
blocks lines in a frame (Maclnnis HI 0006, 0034). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung in view of Wittebrood with 
the progress measurement as taught by IVIaclnnis providing progress measured 
by the display rate at the output of the system. 

Sung in view of Wittebrood in further view of l\1aclnnis fails to teach: 

weighting means, provided for weighting the target number of vector candidates 
with said progress. 

Schreiber teaches: 



Application/Control Number: 10/598,886 Page 18 

Art Unit: 2426 

weighting means, provided for weigliting tlie target number of vector candidates 
with said progress (Schreiber C8:10-13); 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung in view of Wittebrood in 
further view of Maclnnis with the weighting as taught by Schreiber providing 
representation of the relative importance mathematically to the processed 
vectors. 
Claim 14 

Sung fails to teach: 

a motion estimator in which said regulation parameter is a block-hopping 
threshold affecting the number of vector candidates to be tested. 
Wittebrood teaches: 

a motion estimator in which said regulation parameter is a block-hopping 
threshold affecting the number of vector candidates to be tested 
(Wittebrood 110019). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the block-hopping 
threshold as taught by Wittebrood providing a drastic reduction in the amount of 
calculations necessary for motion estimating. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sung in view of Scognamiglio et al. (U.S. Patent 6,847,738, referred to 
Scognamiglio). 
Claim 15 

Sung fails to teach: 

requesting a resource to provide a plurality of system outputs in the form of a 

given number of block activities and associated decisions; 
allocating a predetermined budget per frame in order to enable operating at a 

defined quality level; 
measuring a so-called progress that takes into account the data that have been 

processed; 

measuring the resource used during operation of the method on the basis of 
regulation parameters consisting of said allocated budget and said 
measurements, performing a load regulation by allocating modified 
resources for said media signal processing. 
Scognamiglio teaches: 

requesting a resource to provide a plurality of system outputs in the form of a 

given number of block activities and associated decisions (Scognamiglio 
Abstract); 

allocating a predetermined budget per frame in order to enable operating at a 
defined quality level (Scognamiglio C5:15-22); 
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measuring a so-called progress that tal<es into account the data that have been 
processed (Scognamiglio C1 4:28-55); 

measuring the resource used during operation of the method on the basis of 
regulation parameters consisting of said allocated budget and said 
measurements, performing a load regulation by allocating modified 
resources for said media signal processing (Scognamiglio C1 7:27-63). 

Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the method as taught 
by Scognamiglio providing emphasis on the details of a scene so as to make it 
more visible to a human viewer or to aid some machine performance (e.g., object 
identification), and at the same time, reducing noise or, at least, avoiding its 
amplification. 
Claim 16 

Sung fails to teach: 

a sharpness enhancement device. 
Scognamiglio teaches: 

a sharpness enhancement device (Scognamiglio C1 :6-7). 
Rationale: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sung with the device as taught by 
Scognamiglio providing emphasis on the details of a scene so as to make it 
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more visible to a liuman viewer or to aid some machine performance (e.g., object 
identification), and at the same time, reducing noise or, at least, avoiding its 
amplification. 



Examination Considerations 

1 3. The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. 
"Office personnel are to give the claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light 
of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 
1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the 
claim should not be read into the claim. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 
USPQ 541 , 550-551 (CCPA 1 969) (MPEP p 21 00-8, c 2, 1 45-48; p 21 00-9, c 1 , I 1 -4). 
The Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 
Examiner will reference prior art using terminology familiar to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. Such an approach is broad in concept and can be either explicit or implicit in 
meaning. 

14. Examiner's Notes are provided with the cited references to prior art to assist the 
applicant to better understand the nature of the prior art, application of such prior art 
and, as appropriate, to further indicate other prior art that maybe applied in other office 
actions. Such comments are entirely consistent with the intent and spirit of compact 
prosecution. However, and unless otherwise stated, the Examiner's Notes are not prior 
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art but a link to prior art that one of ordinary skill in the art would find inherently 
appropriate. 

15. Unless otherwise annotated, Examiner's statements are to be interpreted in 
reference to that of one of ordinary skill in the art. Statements made in reference to the 

condition of the disclosure constitute, on the face of it, the basis and such would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, establishing thereby an inherent prima facie 
statement. 

16. Examiner's Opinion: m 13.-15. apply. The Examiner has full latitude to interpret 
each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. 



Conclusion 

1 7. The prior art of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant's 
disclosure. 

- Suzuki et al., U.S. PGPub 2001/0019558 A1 I 

- Wetherall et al., U.S. PGPub 2005/0018608 Al I 

- Saed, U.S. PGPub 2005/0100319 Al I 

- Kokubo et al., U.S. PGPub 2008/0049831 Al I 

- Jung, U.S. Patent 5,502,492 A I 

- Savatier, U.S. Patent 5,508,744 A I 

- Hwang, U.S. Patent 5,781 ,249 A I 

- Elwalid et al., U.S. Patent 5,978,359 A I 
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- Chen et al., U.S. Patent 6,160,850 A I 

- Komiya et al., U.S. Patent 6,192,078 B1 I 

- Itokawa, U.S. Patent 6,721,360 B1 I 

- Weatheral et al., U.S. Patent 7,058,015 B1 I 

- Lu et al., U.S. Patent 7,126,915 81 I 
18. Claims 1-16 are rejected. 
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